In his study on Hungarian border castles András Kubinyi asserted, albeit somewhat cautiously, that Wir wissen von der Grenzburgenlinie Ungarns zur Türkenzeit relativ viel. In zahlreichen Arbeiten wurde die Organisation der Grenzverteidigung sowie die Grenzverteidigung selbst allgemein bekannt gemacht. Viel weniger bekannt ist aber die Grenzburgenlinie […] . Wir kennen zwar die Heeresorganisation gut, aber die Grenzfestungen in viel geringerem Maße.
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Just as he was quite confident about both the quantity and quality of studies on the "military organisation" of the Hungarian defensive system against Ottoman intrusions, while still stressing their shortcomings, we may claim that while much is known about Hungarian-Ottoman late medieval conflict(s) as well as, to a lesser extent, their diplomatic relations, questions about borders and bordering glimmer in the shadow of these issues. 2 If we inserted "diplomatic relations and personnel" instead of "military organisation," and "bordering" instead of "border castles" in Kubinyi' s claim, we could recycle it. Put differently, the border-related arrangements of the two polities were largely dealt with in studies dedicated to their diplomatic relations, whose primary interest was, however, the personnel, the chronology, and usually only a general overview of the content of negotiations and correspondence.
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Although the truces reached by the two sides, relatively well-recorded in sources, are duly mentioned in both the monographs on the medieval history of the Kingdom of Hungary (and its constituent lands) and more narrowly focused studies, they were often chronologically misplaced, their content was marginalized or left under-researched, and, most importantly, the issue was not investigated within the framework of current frontier and border studies. We are, thus, left with a considerable gap in our understanding of not only border-related arrangements of the two opposing sides, but also of bordering processes along the borderlands of the two polities.
The Hungarian-Ottoman bordering of the late fifteenth century, a result of policies conducted by king Matthias and sultans Mehmed II and Bayezid II, was but a moment in a far longer bordering process along the territorial edges of the Kingdom of Hungary. Recently approached through a concept of border territorialisation, 4 this process, lasting for at least four centuries by the time of Matthias' contributions, rearranged both spatial, functional, institutional, societal, and symbolic aspects of the borders of the kingdom. Starting with a vague system of gyepű and gyepűelve, a spatial and possibly territorial 5 stretch of underpopulated zones and porous points surrounding the kingdom in, roughly, the first two centuries of its existence, and continuing with a conceptually even vaguer system of southern buffers, which was developed with special care during the late Anjou period and especially during king Sigismund' s reign when its organisation almost solely depended on the pressure applied by the Ottomans, 6 it came to a temporary and relative rest in the period of our interest when the southern border' s institutional character was defined in far clearer terms than before. It is important, however, to note that all these incarnations of the kingdom' s borders and related systems are yet to be scrutinized and researched within the theoretical framework(s) of present-day border studies. Current knowledge on the issue rests upon long outdated historiographical, concepts and research methods. It, therefore, still awaits an investigation which would penetrate beyond classical historiographical methods, with an affinity for both the questions raised in frontier studies and methods belonging to the field of digital, spatial or linguistic history. Although I have applied the latter in some of my other writings (including a version of this paper included in the thesis), here I shall focus on the former, due primarily to the limited space of this paper.
Research Questions and Conceptual Guidelines
While a detailed analysis of the Hungarian-Ottoman bordering prompted by a variety of questions present in current border studies is 4 Nora Berend, "L'évolution de la territorialisation dans le défense de necessary, the agenda of this paper is rather narrow and focused on the nature, function, and some institutional features of the border as designed by the bordering authorities of the two sides in the period from c. 1460 to c. 1490. The primary sources for the study, which will be introduced later in greater detail, are largely comprised of (diplomatic) correspondences, narrative sources pertaining to the period, and a variety of other diplomatic materials, including council minutes from Ragusa, Ottoman fermans, charters produced by the royal chancery or decrees passed by the diet. With the exception of truces and border-related negotiations of the 1480s, no explicit documents on such arrangements themselves from a preceding period have come to us, which evidently implies a utilization of a variety of sources which could, if properly arranged, allow for a closer look despite the obscurity of available data.
Probably well known to both specialists as well as occasional adventurists in frontier studies is the age-old question within historiography on the zonality or the linearity of medieval borders as well as further questions about sovereignty, power relations, nature of international relations, political paradigms, and administrative organization. Since works on these issues are far too numerous to be discussed here, I shall merely mention a paper which, among many introductory chapters to collections on frontiers, seems to be the most valiant attempt at reconciling the two views (zonal/linear), Pierre Toubert' s Frontière et frontières: un objet historique. 7 While acknowledging the complexity of the issue of borders, Toubert, finding an authority in and largely paraphrasing Friedrich Ratzel' s Politische Geographie, 8 suggests that Grenzsaum and Grenzlinie must be two relatively distinct phenomena pertaining to reality and an abstraction from reality, respectively. The latter, as Toubert and Ratzel would have it, serves to (re)produce abstract spatial fixations in accordance with societal or political agendas. Leaving aside further questions raised by such an assertion, we shall put our sources to the test and try to discern whether the border dividing the Kingdom of Hungary from the Ottoman Empire, as it was conceived and designed by their respective authorities, had any zonal or linear quality; if it did, was any of the two exclusively represented, or were the two arranged in a certain relation; or, finally, was there a zonal reality and a linear abstraction.
Another set of questions pertains to the role assigned to the border by the bordering authorities. What was long discussed in geographical studies on borders as well as within the international relations theory, and put under an overarching (economic) flow approach with a crucial concept of borders as places of discontinuities in politically disjointed but otherwise homogeneous spaces was utilized most recently by Thomas Nail. 9 In his contribution to the theoretical treatment of borders titled Theory of the Border, Nail does a fine (although almost comedically verbose) job in summarizing the role of the border in (largely present-day) societies and polities, as it was assumed half a century ago. In short, the border, eventually, forms a junction (or a series of junctions) in the local or broader "kinopolitics" (or politics of movement); or, in plain language, the border is a more or less (and always) porous obstacle which impedes an otherwise unobstructed movement of either peoples, goods, or anything that may be put in motion and travel from one point to another. 10 If, then, the role of the border is to act more or less porously against cross-border motion, we shall examine whether such a role was assigned to the Hungarian-Ottoman border, and to what extent. In other words, we shall put Nail' s conceptual framework to the test against the data from available sources to discern the border' s role.
Finally, recent trends in border studies, partly oriented towards the research of border performativity or the capacity of certain individuals, groups, or institutions to perform the border at different levels or with various amounts of autonomy or potential, prompted a final set of questions regarding the authorities which in these specific cases designed and guided the bordering process in accordance with their capacity in performing the border.
11 As these questions pertaining to the framework of border studies deserve a far longer discussion than we would be able to present here, and since they will be discussed in far more detail in my other papers, I shall only include a shorter analysis of authorities here, and largely of those on the Hungarian side.
In short, I shall attempt to discern whether and to what extent was the Hungarian-Ottoman border of the late fifteenth century zonal or linear; what was the role assigned to it by the bordering authorities; and who might have these authorities been.
Chronological Overview of Negotiations
Already in the autumn of 1461 there were some thoughts of a possible truce between the king and the sultan in Venice, 12 and in December of the same year Duke Stephen Kosača informed the Venetian government that after the sultan had conquered Serbia he made peace with the king, according to rumours. 13 Two years after the Ottoman conquest of Bosnia in 1463, and a little less after Matthias' acquisition of Jajce and failure at Zvornik, 14 when he made further steps towards the southwest of Bosnia, the sultan sent him an ambassador who, according to a report by Gerard de Colli to the duke of Milan, offered the king the whole of Serbia and Bosnia should he be willing to sign a truce. 15 As much as half a year before Gerard dispatched his report, the king himself, in a response to Venetian claims that diversis modis tentati fueramus de pace cum Turco, 16 soothed doge Cristoforo Moro by informing him that he had also received offers in the years after 1463, and was not merely tentatus, but was paene infestatus by constant offerings. 17 The king claimed that offers for peace came through the voivode of Wallachia, as well as through Bosnia, the despot of Serbia, 18 and by way of envoys of Hungarian barons holding offices at the border. 19 Still, already in the same letter Matthias assured his allies that he strongly rejected all of these offers, and Gerard ends his report on the issue by stating that the king was not willing to accept any propositions presented by the ambassadors.
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In 1466, the Venetians were again aware of the possibility that the king might be concluding a truce with the Ottomans per medium of a certain Radovich, 21 and similar news reached them in the summer of 1467 when they informed their ambassador at Matthias' court not to meddle with that business. 22 Further information on the progress of negotiations comes from a charter produced by Matthias' own chancery in October of the same year by which the king gives Nicholas Újlaki, then a perpetual count of Teočak, a permission to establish a marketplace at Apayoch, a ford on the Sava (today Opojevci in Serbia), 23 as soon as the trewga conclusa fuerit ita. 24 While the king was still recovering from a failed attempt at organizing yet another military action, possibly even a crusade against the Ottomans in alliance with the Germans, as well as from a recent Transylvanian rebellion and a heavy defeat in Moldavia, 25 Gerard de Colli dispatched two reports in February 1468 by which he informed his lord in Milan that the "captain" (probably sanjak-bey) of Smederevo sent an envoy to the king to ask for truce, after what seems to be initial meetings in Nagyvárad in January. 26 According to Gerard' s reports, since the king was occupied elsewhere, he returned having achieved nothing. In his next report from the same month Gerard sent words about the pope' s discontent with Matthias' negotiations with the Ottomans about a truce, but, while trying to persuade Galeazzo Maria Sforza to help Matthias in his fight against the Turks, he also speaks of the king' s dissatisfaction with the pope' s correspondence and willingness to strike a deal with the enemy or otherwise va ad pericolo de perdere tuto lo reame.
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While Gerard gathered his information from rumours and quotidian curial chat rather than from official royal documents, and he was stationed in Venice, not at the king' s side, the Venetians were already in December 1467 informed through much more trustworthy channels that the details about the truce were already agreed upon, and that only a final corroboration remained. 28 The king, reportedly, continued to exchange envoys with the sultan in the spring of 1468, 29 and in March Gerard once again informed Milan of a talk about a Hungarian (and Venetian) truce with the Ottomans, for which his best source of information was the "one who recently arrived from Hungary" and "saw the king with the Ottoman envoy" in Nagyvárad.
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The most exhaustive of all of Gerard' s reports continues with a description of negotiations during which the sultan' s envoy demanded the surrender of Jajce and offered Smederevo in exchange only to obtain an unobstructed passage towards Istria. 31 Still, apart from a yet another report by Gerard de Collis, sent in January before he asserted that the negotiations had failed due to the king' s business in Transylvania, in which he states that "it is said" that the barons have rebelled against the king because of his truce with the Ottomans, there are no other sources, including his report from March, which would confirm that these negotiations were fruitful. 32 Gerard also wrote, however, that the real reason for the barons' dissatisfaction must have been the king' s favouritism towards Tucianus and Rosgonianus, i.e. John Thuz and John Rozgonyi.
Despite the lack of sources which would unequivocally confirm such a conjecture, it has been claimed that a truce might have been or even had been achieved in 1468, or even earlier. 33 On the contrary, Gerard' s reports, which, untrustworthy as they may be, remain the only source of information on the conclusion of negotiations suggest that the whole endeavour failed or, at least, ended with an indeterminate conclusion. László Fenyvesi, one of a couple of scholars who seem to be the most ardent advocates of the existence of a truce of 1468, claimed in his brief overview of HungarianOttoman diplomatic relations that the truce was indeed achieved, pointing to the errors of previous scholarship. 34 Relying on the same sources which are available to us, and especially on king Matthias' charter addressed at Nicholas Újlaki regarding the market at Apajócz, Fenyvesi failed to notice that these documents speak of a truce with anticipation. More recently, Ioan-Aurel Pop and Alexandru Simon accepted the truce of 1468 as fact without providing any additional proof apart from the Milanese ambassador' s dispacci, and maintain that this was a two-year truce which was then prolonged in 1470 and 1472. 35 The same lack of definite evidence for a clear conclusion of HungarianOttoman negotiation with a truce goes, however, for both of those years and, for that matter, for the larger part of the decade until 1478.
Some news about the king of Hungary signing an "accord" with the Ottomans reached Milan in July 1471, 36 and Tursun Beg writes about a Hungarian diplomatic mission in Istanbul in 1470 or 1471. 37 The king' s ambassadors have probably continued the talks with the Ottomans in 1472/1473 in the midst of western, primarily Venetian and, to a lesser extent, Hungarian plans for a closer cooperation with Uzun Hassan in a coordinated attack against the mutual enemy. 38 The king certainly sent envoys in 1473, as both the sources from his own chancery, further diplomatic reports, 32 41 The very same ambassadors who crossed the Danube in April and were mentioned by the pope in his letter were mentioned again in a report to the bishop of Ferrara from Rome, which begins with a claim that the Ottomans have pleaded for a truce but have asked for the intermediation of Nicholas Újlaki, who personally chose the two emissaries, Hunischi included, to go to Istanbul and represent Matthias. 42 The king, according to the report, would comply with Ottoman requests only if they accepted to give up Bosnia and Serbia, or at least one of these lands.
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Not much more, however, can be conjectured from these sources, although some information suggests that the talks of 1472/1473 were initially devised as Mehmed II' s tactical trick to prevent any Hungarian interference, as suggested by his actions against the ruler of Aq Qoyunlu in 1473 which later turned into yet another demand for the surrender of Jajce and some other strongholds. The request was, naturally, rejected, and the negotiations failed.
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They were, nonetheless, continued in 1475 at the latest. Acquired through trustworthy channels, in October news about the Ottoman offer of a twelve-or seven-year truce in exchange for a free passage through Croatia and Dalmatia, presumably towards Italy and the Empire, reached both Milan and Venice, either through the king himself or the bishop of Eger. 45 In his personal correspondence with the Venetian ambassador, the bishop added that the Ottomans were even promising to surrender a large part of Serbia, 46 but there are no sources which would confirm a successful conclusion to these negotiations. In December 1476, a certain Vespasiano informs Alfonso, then the Duke of Calabria (future Alfonso II of Naples), that Ottoman emissaries have visited Buda, but no discussions took place and a truce with the Ottomans was not signed.
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It should be quite clear by now that the majority of information on negotiations in the period between king Matthias' election and 1476 available to us comes largely from diplomatic correspondence and, apart from several cases, individuals who were not close to the royal court and had nothing to do with royal politics (or the sultan' s politics, for that matter). This necessarily labels the bigger part of available sources second-rate at best, and in most cases does not allow for much more than speculation. However, documents pertaining to negotiations in 1478 (1480), 1482/1483 and 1488, although in part similar to the material from the earlier period, largely come from chanceries of the two rulers at issue or are authored by individuals close to the king with decision-making capabilities.
On April 6,1478, Leonard Botta dispatched a message for the duke of Milan by which he informed him of the activities of a Venetian Tomaso Malipieri who, as hopes for a successful collaboration with Uzun Hassan were now completely gone due to his death, came to discuss the Republic' s truce with the Ottomans in Istanbul. 48 More importantly, Leonard added that Hungarian envoys were there as well, and that they, apart from being acharezati et honorati asai et vestiti de brochato d' oro et cremusi, signed a five-year truce with the sultan and took with them an Ottoman ambassador back to Hungary. 49 An ambassador truly arrived at the king' s side in May of the same year to either conclude a peace or prolong the truce, according to a dispatch from Graz.
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Far superior sources are, however, the king' s own letters sent to Mehmed during the summer of the same year which contain far more reliable information on the issues discussed during negotiations about the truce. The main envoys of the two princes were Peter Dóczi and a certain Gel-beg (or Hed-beg) 51 who, as it seems, mediated between the two sides on issues which have arisen after initial regulations pertaining to the truce have been agreed. In other words, the princes seem to have already found a consensus on crucial issues related to the truce, and further problems appeared 45 only when the two sides failed to fulfil their respective obligations, whose actualization would have opened a way to the truce. 52 In a letter from August 1478, the king responded to the sultan' s request for the demolition of two unnamed fortresses which, as follows from the king' s wording, he was obliged to do, according to the agreement, within a month and a half. 53 However, the king confesses, he halted the destruction due to recent Ottoman incursions in Croatia, where they robbed and burned several villages, captured a castellum, and returned in Turciam with captives and plunder, and urges the sultan to let him know whether he still wishes to adhere to the truce and to compensate the damage in Croatia. Interestingly, the king adds that at the time the sultan' s letter reached him, only seven days were left for him to demolish those two fortresses and fulfil his obligations, which would date the truce to June or July 1478.
While Fraknói claims that a second, undated letter pertaining to Dóci' s mission confirms that the sultan agreed to the king' s proposals and a truce was achieved, 54 it has been suggested, although it seems from the king' s letters that at least some basic regulations have been arranged, that a later letter sent by Stephen Bátori during the negotiations of 1482/1483 reveals that the two sides came close to signing a treaty, but the abovementioned issues caused them to abandon it. 55 In his letter, Bátori indeed writes about a certain truce which had to be terminated due a sudden change in sultan' s demands after these preconditions were already agreed upon, while the other side claims that the king' s failure to comply with the terms caused the rupture. 56 More importantly, it is noted that the king' s unfulfilled obligation was to tear down "gra(d) Zaslonь ĉo je s oni strane uzetь ôd vas" (the castle of Zaslon which was taken from you "on the other side", i.e. south from the Sava), 57 which the king not only promised to comply with before the sultan' s envoy, but was also written in contracts, while the true cause of the rupture was, according to Bátori, the sultan' s demand that;
[…] kako da bi njegova voiska ka(d) je bilo njemu drago da hodi skrozê zemlû i gp(s)tvo svtlosti kraljevje, s volo(m) kraljevo(m), ili i bez volje.
[…] his army passes through the land and the lordship of His Majesty at his own (i.e. sultan' s) will, either with the king' s permission or without it.
The king' s envoy to whom these demands were presented was, 52 Ibid., doc. 263, 387-9. 53 according to Bátori, none other than Peter Dóci, the envoy from the 1478 negotiations, which then strongly suggests that the truce at issue was one discussed during the summer of the same year. However, while these demands are missing from the correspondence of 1478, in 1480 the king sent yet another letter to the sultan by which he informs him that he had received his letter "a few days ago" by which the sultan beseeches him to reopen negotiations about a truce which had been discussed at some point in the past, probably in 1478. 58 The king continues that this petition came through Dawth bassa (Davud Pasha, then the sanjak-bey of Bosnia) and through the king' s ban of Bosnia, a position held at that time by Dóci, and that the sanjakbeg, during these negotiations, demanded a free passage through the king' s lands to the domains of the Emperor as part of the deal, which the king not only granted, but had ordered his own men not to obstruct the sanjakbey' s plans in any way. However, Davud broke the deal by causing damage to the king' s own lands, which resulted in a short quarrel. 59 Nevertheless, the negotiations were continued, and even though the king' s envoy had been waiting in Jajce for six weeks, the sanjak-bey, according to Matthias, constantly excused himself and refused to meet him.
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Although Bátori in 1482 claimed that the king strongly rejected the sultan' s demands for free passage, it seems that his letter bridges the gap between the talks in 1478 and 1480, and it is possible, assuming such demands were not dispatched as early as 1478 or the next year, that the events of 1478 and 1480 form a part of one and the same negotiations.
61 Such a sequence of events would suggest that a complete truce was never achieved. In other words, even though the two sides consented to most of the terms, both were at pains to compel the other side to fulfil their respective obligations, such as halt intrusions or demolish fortresses.
The talks were continued, as mentioned, in 1482/1483, when a certain role was played by despot Vuk Grgurević, then the "captain of Bosnian fortresses," as well as by Bátori. Vuk' s own letters sent during that period to the sultan, now Bayezid II, show that he was one of the main (if not the sole) brokers of the deal between the two rulers, and that initial plans even considered restoring the Despotate of Serbia which would be put under Vuk' s rule, providing that he manages to facilitate a successful conclusion of negotiations. 62 Other elements of these talks will be discussed in detail in the next section, but it is important to emphasize that an agreement was eventually reached, and a truce was concluded in 1484, at the latest. It was, as sources suggest, prolonged in 1488 and lasted until king Matthias' s passing in 1490. 
The Bordering
In one of his rare papers translated into English, French-Swiss geographer Claude Raffestin, a largely neglected figure in anglophone scholarship, presents a three-stage process of "fixing a frontier," albeit in societies of the nineteenth and later centuries "when linearity became accepted." 64 The concept, which was later utilized by Edoardo Grendi in his La pratica dei confini: Mioglia contro Sassello, 1715-1745, 65 implies the stages of definition (a series of negotiations which define the border in loose terms in treaties), delimitation (mapping of the border), and demarcation (of the border in real space, using terrain or objects, natural or man-made). Sources at our disposal do not allow for a detailed research of all of these stages in our particular case, especially since Raffestin reserved the second stage for periods of well-developed cartography. There was, on the other hand, an already touched upon and by the late fifteenth century largely standardized process of negotiations within the Ottoman diplomatic practice. 66 Initiated by the interested side, the negotiations were usually conducted through envoys and by the exchange of temessük or provisional drafts, until an agreement was reached and the princes issued capitulations or an ' ahdname, confirming their content by a swearing of an oath. At times, if suitable, truces were followed by crude demarcations noted in the so-called hudud-or sinur-name (lit. 'letter of boundaries'), 67 such as a contemporary, and relatively detailed Venetian sinur-name of 1479, compiled at the Porte after the conclusion of the peace of the same year. the same class, refers to the Hungarian-Ottoman case, we can get a grasp of some elements of definition and, to an extent, demarcation within the Hungarian-Ottoman bordering process.
According to some assumptions, a document of such type might have been appended to the truce of 1444, 69 but both drafts and capitulations from the Hunyadi and Jagiello period do contain notes on the distribution of the territory. While such articles are quite elaborate in the Hungarian version of the agreements from 1503 and 1519, 70 a draft of the Ottoman name from 1488 refers to these issues with a brief note: "The lands, provinces, castles, and fortresses of the said king (i.e. Matthias) should stay as they were. The same goes for provinces, fortresses, and castles in my (i.e. Bayezid II' s) land". 71 It is quite probable that a relatively detailed list of these castles, provinces, and fortresses found its way into the final versions of the truce, as it did in 1503 and 1519. Although a border was not defined explicitly in these documents, it is mentioned and indirectly demarcated by references to specific lands and castles, as well as their appurtenances, surrounding territories, and metae eorundem.
72 Naturally, this would mean that the boundaries of estates surrounding critical castles figured as political borders. A demarcation on that level would require, however, a far more complex process of bordering than the exchange of oaths and capitulations. Nevertheless, a relatively detailed demarcation of boundaries of estates was not an unknown practice at the time, and the Ottoman negotiations with Venice following the treaty of 1479 show that, at least nominally, the traditional extents of previously defined areas, estates, districts, or larger political territories were respected, or at least it was an expected political and legal practice. For instance, in 1481 the sultan informed the doge of Venice that he was of a strong opinion that Poljica should remain within his domains, since an emin, having conducted an investigation among all those, great and small, who dwelled in Herzegovina, reported that this area had been ruled by the herceg for some sixty years prior to the Ottoman conquest. As all other lands of the herceg were in his hands, or so the sultan believed, even Poljica ought to be included among them. 73 Assuming such an investigation indeed took place, of which I have no other evidence, it would not have differed much from the process involving perambulations of estates, when, apart from written evidence, the testimonies of neighbours and the local population in general served as the legal authority on matters of boundaries. 74 No such document referring to Hungary (or Bosnia, or Croatia) from the period has come to us or has yet been discovered. However, a similar process, which I will return to further below, may have occurred in western portions of the Ottoman-Hungarian borderlands, primarily in Bosnia. The material pertaining to the period between the early 1460s and 1478 (1482), largely authored by various Italian ambassadors, as we have seen, regularly lacks information on the border itself and is mostly concerned with various demands or offers presented by the two sides. However, already László Fenyvesi, in his abovementioned overview of Hungarian-Ottoman diplomatic relations, briefly hinted at the importance of "economy and trade" in them by referring to Újlaki' s Apajócz case.
75 Regardless of whether the truce was agreed upon in 1468, it was anticipated that a certain middle ground, along the border, would be reserved for trade between the subjects of the two princes, and one such place was the area of Apajócz. The unhindered travel of traders from the sultan' s lands ad confinia Regni was also a major part of the truce of 1483, 76 and one of the clauses of the draft from 1488, the longest of all, addresses this issue specifically. According to it, traders from both polities would be free to travel on either side provided they had safe conduct, and any damage sustained within the sultan' s domains would be met with punishment in accordance with shari'a law.
77 They would also pay any customs due, according to the "customs of the lands." The marketplace at Apajócz, described by the king in 1467 as a place where "both peoples" may come to trade freely, was listed in 1498 among the loca tricesimarum under the jurisdiction of Belgrade, along with Šabac (Zaslon), Szávaszentdemeter (Sremska Mitrovica), Rača, Kölpény (today Kupinovo), all of which (including, probably, Poltos) lie on the Sava and are crossing points along the river.
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In 1488, furthermore, the sanjak-beys of Smederevo and the captains of Belgrade were granted jurisdiction over safe conduct for the subjects on both sides.
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Apart from the draft of the sultan' s ' ahdname of 1488, six other documents, all correspondence, published and briefly discussed previously by Tayyib Gökbilgin, Nikola Radojčić, and György Hazai, 80 dating from c. 81 while another set of three documents, compiled in the chanceries of the king and the sultan, date from a later period, probably 1486/1487, before the conclusion of the truce of 1488.
82 Most (probably all originally) written in Cyrillic script and subsequently translated and transliterated for the use in Istanbul or at Matthias' court, these documents reveal the issues that went along with the 'normalization' of relations and the definition of the role of the border and its administrative character.
Bátori' s letter was already briefly discussed and does not offer much more on the issue. Branković' s letters, however, do. Firstly, one reveals that during the talks between Matthias and Bayezid, the newly enthroned sultan, who found himself in some trouble primarily due to the ambitions of his brother Djem, it was even considered that a system practiced at the times of kings Sigismund, those from the Habsburg house, the first Jagiello, and the early years of Matthias' reign be put back into force. Specifically, the reestablishment of a buffer zone in the form of a vassal Serbian state, "as it was in the times of our [i.e. Vuk' s] forefathers," was taken into consideration by the Sublime Porte. 83 This solution, obviously, was not put into force. Another of Vuk' s letters shows that Matthias demanded complete peace at the frontier during negotiations, i.e. that the sultan should have halted the construction of several fortresses "on a hill at the Danube" across his lands, which Matthias had to counter by sending troops on the opposite, Hungarian bank. 84 The despot further informed the sultan that the king suggested a certain demilitarized zone be established before envoys embark on their travels. 85 Interestingly, and quite disproportionately, this zone would be demarcated by Niš and Kruševac on the Ottoman, and by Szeged and Timișoara on the Hungarian side, with an addition that the king' s troops would certainly not go beyond Futog and Slankamen (both of which are right on the Danube, but further inland from Belgrade), which was supposed to be enforced throughout the duration of negotiations.
Among other things discussed, the letters by Matthias and Bayezid, seemingly sent in succession during the summer of 1487, focus on the wrongdoings of the local frontier lords, both Ottoman and Hungarian, deeds that went against the stipulations of the two rulers.86 In June 1487, King Matthias pointed at least two times to the bad behaviour of the sanjak-bey of Bosnia who pillaged the Hungarian-controlled areas of Bosnia as well as Croatia, a man who, according to the king, swore to avenge his defeat against Hungarian troops near Knin regardless of the sultan' s commands.87 While praising the sanjak-bey of Smederevo, a "peace-loving man," and admitting wrongdoings committed by his own captains, the king repeats a request for an establishment of a sort of legal institution, comprised of representatives from both sides, who would control the violence at the border and sanction all illegal activity. That these requests and accusations by the king were constant is revealed in all three letters, and most vividly by the king' s own words:
da smo se ûre toliko krat vašoi visoti za škode i za pline koje su se od one strane našim učinile tužili da ûr znaemo da smo tužbom dodijali vašoi visoti i ûr vekje sramujemo se poniki put tužiti vašoi visoti […] neka zna vaša visôta da dokle se oni ne izvrže ni vaša visôta o(d) našeh tužab se može izbaviti." [We complained so many times to your highness about the damage and plundering brought upon our (people) that we know that we annoy your highness, and we even feel ashamed to complain to your highness sometimes […] Your highness should know that until (disobedient frontier lords, the worst among whom is the bey of Bosnia) are removed, your highness will not be able to escape our complaints.
It is not completely clear from the king' s letters whether this joint commission was agreed upon in the truce of 1483, although it may be assumed on the basis of the letters' wording (the king' s claim that such requests were made before, apparently without concrete results). However, Bayezid' s response to the king' s complaints is far more suggestive. While stating that although he sent an emin as the Ottoman representative at this "court," the Hungarian side had not responded by sending its own man, the sultan claims that "your Majesty ought to remember that, when you informed my court on the matter (i.e. the unruly border captains), an honest man and a reliable emin was dispatched from my court, because we strongly adhered to the friendship and the treaty" (that is ahd: ' ahdum ve dostlïġum). 88 This phrase strongly suggests that an introduction of such an institution had earlier been agreed upon, quite probably in the truce of 1483, if not before. It figures again in the draft of the ' ahdname of 1488, where a clause is included which states that the sultan would install a "reliable man" at Smederevo, while the king' s should be stationed at Belgrade. Their joint task would be to control violence, prevent vengeance, oversee the compensation of victims, and punish perpetrators, primarily in deeds against traders and other people crossing the border. 89 86 Gökbilgin, "Korvin Mathias," 379-81; Hazai, "Eine türkische Urkunde," 337-9; Radojević, "Pet pisama," 363-6. 87 Gökbilgin, "Korvin Mathias," 380-1; Radojević, "Pet pisama," 363-6. 88 Hazai, "Eine türkische Urkunde," 337. 89 Hazai, "Urkunde des Friedensvertrages," 144.
While the draft of 1488 lists the sanjak-beys stationed at the frontier and Hungarian "border bans" as authorities who would issue letters of safe conduct, these two judges were not specified and were to be elected by the king and the sultan specifically for the occasion. While the sultan mentions an emin as his representative, in a letter from 1487, preceding the renewal of the truce, the king states that he had entrusted his kincstartó (i.e. treasurer) with the task of finding murderers of an Ottoman subject killed on Hungarian soil, as well as to locate his belongings and compensate the damage.
90 At the time the king' s chief treasurer was Urban Nagylucsei, the incumbent (elected) bishop of Eger, and the judge at the palatine' s court. 91 Whether his role in the cases presented in praesentia palatinali had anything to with his appointment at the border is unknown, and no evidence points to this possibility.
It is noteworthy that most of the institutional arrangements are focused on the border around the Danube although, according to the king' s complaints, the areas of Bosnia and Croatia were the most troublesome at the time. Indeed, the "frontier beys" and the "border bans" are not specified in any of these documents and, as far as we know, this probably also implied the sanjak-bey of Bosnia and the bans of Bosnia, Croatia and Slavonia, but the judges in control of the border were to be stationed at Belgrade and Smederevo, not Jajce and Vrhbosna. As mentioned earlier, the area of Bosnia was a tricky case, as, in words of Tubero and Ottoman merchants travelled to specifically designated markets located along the banks of the Danube and Sava. That both polities invested an effort in maintaining such a linear boundary and in funnelling the flow of both peoples and goods in specific porous points along it is further suggested by the already mentioned Ottoman request for the demolition of Šabac, as well as other smaller fortresses south of the Danube and Sava, Hungarian "exclaves" in otherwise Ottoman territory. 95 These porous points along the rivers, primarily the Danube, in essence legally defined border-crossings, figured in Hungarian-Ottoman treaties at least since the 1440s and were thus merely reintroduced during Matthias' reign.
96 Both porous points, the free access of merchants to either territory, similar terms of trade, as well as authorities tasked with the protection of their lives and goods and the control of violence along the border were present in other Muslim-Christian or Ottoman-Polish/Venetian, later Austrian treaties, as is best exemplified by Ottoman-Polish treaties 97 and the situation along the Iberian frontiers. There collaborative institutions, judicial in nature and aimed at controlling the cross-border flow and violence, gained particular importance during the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, as was recently highlighted by José Enrique López de Coca Castañer.
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Finally, the authorities which performed the border of the kingdom in their capacities to either influence its definition or maintain it were, as mentioned in the discussion above, despot Vuk, Stephen Bátori, Nicholas Újlaki, Peter Dóci, as well as a myriad of other frontier captains (such as Kinizsi), all of whom occupied offices at the border (Bosnian castellanies, the voivodship of Transylvania, the banate of Macsó and the Bosnian kingship, and the banate of Bosnia, respectively), and, certainly, the king. On the other side there were the sanjak-beys of Bosnia and Smederevo along with the sultan. The situation on the Hungarian side, then, corroborates king Matthias' words from his 1465 letter to his allies in Venice, where he states that constant pledges for a truce along the border came largely ex baronibus nostris, officia Turcis finitima tenentibus. 99 That Matthias' royal council as well as the kingdom' s general diet had a say in the negotiating process and had an influence on the terms of bordering and the border' s maintenance is testified by a number of sources. Maybe most telling among them are several letters from 1473, 1486/1487, and 1488. In 1473, the king sent a letter to landowners and the nobility of the county of Körös in Slavonia (and probably throughout the kingdom) after his emissaries had returned from Ottoman and Polish courts. 100 Having received the reports on negotiation, the king, under the influence of the council and the decision of the prelati et barones regni, summoned the kingdom' s diet to discuss further steps. A report of the Ottoman ambassador Hācï Zaganos, who in 1488 visited the king in order to confirm the treaty, further points to the council' s and the diet' s influence in international relations. Zaganos states that, while negotiating with French ambassadors, the king told them "to stay until after the Easter of the unbelievers, when all Hungarian lords would gather in Buda and the ambassadors would only receive their answer at this assembly." 101 Finally, we have a detailed description of the events at the royal court following the arrival of news of the murder of Dmitar Jakšić, royal emissary dispatched in 1486 by Vuk Kulučegović, an Ottoman spy apparently employed at Matthias' court, according to Hazai' s assumptions, possibly even in the royal chancery, i.e. its "Cyrillic section." 102 Vuk' s report speaks of a discussion among the king and his lords about the appropriate response to this crime, while Vuk identifies these lords as "beys." Regardless of whether this refers to the barons of the kingdom, members of the royal council, or, less likely, the members of the king' s intimate entourage, i.e. his aula, it is clear even from these four cases that both lords close to the border and those close to the royal court influenced the negotiations and the characteristics of the border.
Final Remarks
Presently available evidence, as shown above, largely belongs to a group of epistolary materials containing information on negotiations, rather than on specific treaties defining or demarcating, let alone delimiting the border between the lands of the kingdom and those of the empire. At this point, we have no elaborate documents which would resemble terminationes of the Mediterranean of communes, no demarcations which would be as detailed as perambulations of estates within the Kingdom of Hungary, no agreements as meticulous as bordering on local levels, and no delimitations as punctilious as the work of count Luigi Marsigli. 103 This would all suggest that more specified institutional forms of bordering, both documentary and archontological, on such a grand level were not yet achieved within the political discourse and practice of the Kingdom of Hungary, and would fit well into the claim made by Hans-Jürgen Karp in 1972 that the Grenzsaum, rather than Grenzlinie, dominated European medieval bordering, both on lower and higher levels, until well into the twelfth century, while the border-line took over only gradually. 104 However, confinia finds its place even in sources discussed above, and it would certainly be improbable (if not impossible) that the two sides negotiated, say, merchants' travels and rights at the confines of two realms if these confines were left without any definition, and linear at that. The lack of detailed sources requires an application of concepts and theoretical backdrops such as that of Thomas Nail, which proved most valuable and allowed us to look beyond the obscurity of materials at hand. Its application showed that junctions or porous points which filtered the cross-border flow and allowed for the passage of goods while, in theory, blocking any other flow along the borders would thus have to have at least a conceptualized linearity along the southern rivers. The complex situation within the Bosnian borderland requires further research, especially in the field of geopolitical conflict-resolution methods, as well as on political and administrative integration of the borderland into the governing systems of adjacent polities, the Kingdom of Hungary and the Ottoman Empire.
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